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REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

. Claims 1-11 will now be pending in this application upon 
entry of the above amendments . Claims 1-5 have been amended. 
Claims 6-11 have been added. The amendments find full support 
in the original specification, claims, and drawings. No new 
matter has been added. In view of the above amendments and 
remarks that follow, reconsideration, reexamination, and an 
early indication of allowance of the now-pending claims 1-11 are 
respectfully requested. 

As an initial matter, the replacement drawings requested by 
the Examiner were submitted by the Applicant on September 10, 
2004. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal 
of the objections to the drawings. 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-4 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Atkinson (U.S. Patent No. 5,506,983). The 
Examiner also rejects claim 5 as being unpatentable over 
Atkinson in view of the publication "Adobe Acrobat (TM) 4.0, 
Classroom in a Book." Applicant respectfully traverses these 
rejections . 

Atkinson teaches a method for interfacing an application 
program with a compound document storage system. This reference 
is particularly concerned with the problem of dealing with 
documents comprising different types of data. In order to 
handle this problem in an efficient manner, Atkinson proposes a 
multilayered architecture using two abstract classes, namely, an 
" IStorage" class and an "IStream" class, which are used for 
storing and classifying different types of data within the 
document. The Examiner considers that "organizationally 
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speaking, a Storage is analogous to a directory and a Stream is 
analogous to a file." 

In marked contrast, the present invention recited in the 
amended claims is concerned with a different problem. The aim 
of the claimed invention is to offer a method of processing data 
whose structure is flexible and not known a priori. This aim is 
a complex one, which leads to the use of the "dictionary 
objects" claimed in the independent claims, along with its 
flexible architecture. The claimed "dictionary object" and its 
use is more complex than that of a simple file system. 

This difference of aim between the claimed invention and 
the Atkinson system leads to a different implementation. For 
instance, independent claim 1 recites "determining whether a 
particular datum to be processed is said value datum or said 
container datum" and "responsive to the determination that the 
particular datum is said container datum" recursively creating 
"another instance of the dictionary object." Atkinson fails to 
teach or suggest this limitation. Atkinson simply teaches 
waiting for events generated by the user, and if the event is 
for inserting data (e.g. a graph object) associated with a 
different application (graph object program) than a current 
application, the new application is sent a message indicating 
where to store the new data. (See, Col. 4, lines 54-62; Col. 5, 
lines 13-35) . The waiting of such events and taking action 
based on these events is not akin to "determining whether a 
particular datum to be processed is said value datum or said 
container datum. " Furthermore, there is no teaching or 
suggestion in Atkinson of a recursive process that generates a 
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new instance of the dictionary object for each container datum. 
Accordingly, claim 1 is now in condition for allowance. 

Claims 2 and 3 contain limitations that are similar to the 
limitations of claim 1 which make claim 1 allowable. 
Accordingly, claims 2 and 3 are also in condition for allowance. 

Claims 4-5 and new claims 6-11 are also in condition for 
allowance because they depend on an allowable base claim, and 
for the additional limitations that they contain. Specifically 
with respect to new claim 10, this claim further adds the 
limitation that "the determination that the particular datum is 
said container datum is based on a determination that the name 
of the particular datum is followed by a container indicia," 
which is not taught nor suggested by the cited references. 

With respect to new claim 11, this claim further adds the 
limitation that "the generated instances of dictionary objects 
reflect a structure of the set of data, wherein the structure is 
not known in advance of the generation of the instances of 
dictionary objects, " which is also not taught nor suggested by 
the cited references. 
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In view of the above amendments and remarks, 
reconsideration, reexamination, and an early indication of 
allowance of the now pending claims 1-11 are respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CHRISTIE, PARKER & HALE, LLP 



JEC/lal 
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